After publication of this article [1] , the authors noted the following error. Due to a calculation error in the temperature term f(T L ) of the emission standardization algorithm (Eq. 3 of the original paper), the reported emission rates have to be corrected in the text of the results as well as Fig. 5a (corrected Fig. 5 ) and Fig. 6a (corrected Fig. 6 ), and in one sentence of "Discussion". The correction leads to overall higher emission rates, but does not affect the interpretation of the screening and drought stress case studies. Cluster analysis is not affected by this error, since relative compound shares were analyzed. Furthermore, three typos have to be corrected in the article.
The authors would like to clarify these updates in the following sections of the original article: 
Open Access
Plant Methods 
Figure descriptions within the text
The authors would also like to clarify the description of Fig. 5a in the original text (page 10, "Results of screening study").
The standardized total monoterpene emission rate was on average 0.14 ± 0.16 nmol m −2 s −1 (0.45 ± 0.93 µg g dw
) and ranged from almost below the detection limit [0.01 nmol m −2 s −1 (0.07 µg g dw
; see Fig. 5a ).
Corrected description of Fig. 5a:
The standardized total monoterpene emission rate was on average 0.24 ± 0.27 nmol m −2 s −1 (1.40 ± 1.58 µg g dw
) and ranged from almost below the detection limit [0.02 nmol m −2 s −1 (0.12 µg g dw
)] up to 1.14 nmol m −2 s −1 (6.70 µg g dw
; see Fig. 5a ). The authors would also like to clarify the description of Fig. 6a in the original text (page 12, last paragraph before "Discussion").
Within the first three days of the experiment, when all trees could be considered as non-stressed, emission rates EM ranged between 0.43 and 0.68 nmol m −2 s −1
. At the end of the experiment, the emission decreased for nonstressed trees by 50% from 0.43 to 0.20 nmol m −2 s −1 for #3 and from 0.65 to 0.34 nmol m −2 s −1 for #4, respectively. The emission rates of the stressed trees decreased from 0.52 to 0.038 nmol m −2 s −1 for #1 and 0.67 to 0.14 nmol m −2 s −1 for #2, respectively. However for #1, first an increase in emission was observed followed by a sharp decrease to 0.038 nmol m −2 s −1 at days 8 and 9. . At the end of the experiment, the emission decreased for nonstressed trees by 50% from 0.67 to 0.31 nmol m −2 s −1 for #3 and from 1.04 to 0.54 nmol m −2 s −1 for #4, respectively. The emission rates of the stressed trees decreased from 0.87 to 0.08 nmol m −2 s −1 for #1 and 1.20 to 0.29 nmol m −2 s −1 for #2, respectively. However for #1, first an increase in emission was observed followed by a sharp decrease to 0.09 nmol m −2 s −1 at days 8 and 9.
Discussion
Original text (page 14, "Case studies") Yet, the total emission amount was much lower with 0. 
Additional files

Original:
In order to standardize the emission rate to PAR intensity of 1000 μmol m −2 s −1 and temperature of 30 °C, the algorithm in equation S1 was used (see [57] for more detailed description).
Corrected:
In order to standardize the emission rate to PAR intensity of 1000 μmol m −2 s −1 and temperature of 30 °C, the algorithm in equation S1 was used (see [3] for more detailed description).
In 
